Dr Gordon suggests that behavioral ecologists have been remiss in terms of integrating recent approaches and perspectives from ecology into their own research programs. More specifically, she notes that ecologists have recently embraced the notion that relationships between trait values and components of fitness depend on the ecological conditions in which those traits are expressed, but behavioral ecologists have been slow to notice the implications of ecological contingency for their own research. I fully agree with her and would like to elaborate on this point, using population density as an example.
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When behavioral ecologists chose an area in which to study the fitness consequences of behavior, the population density at that area is rarely mentioned as a criterion for site selection. However, based on my own experience and anecdotal evidence from colleagues, I suspect that many behavioral ecologists choose study areas with relatively high local densities as compared with the range of densities that are available to them. A bias in favor of a high-density study area makes logistical sense as it reduces the time and distance required to monitor multiple individuals and thereby helps ensure sample sizes large enough for subsequent analysis. It also makes sense when studying species in which population density might subsequently fluctuate over time, as nothing is more exasperating than investing time in a local population that later goes extinct, or in which sample sizes decline below those required for adequate statistical power. A bias toward high density may also occur when study areas are selected because they are surrounded by edges that discourage emigration. Bounded study sites have obvious advantages for estimating relationships between behavioral traits and mortality as compared with areas where ''disappearance'' can signal either death or emigration, but the densities reached in such study areas often exceed those of nearby areas with more permeable edges.
The problem is that population density, as well as the many selective pressures associated with density, can vary widely across nearby localities for members of the same population (e.g., Quinn et al. 2009; Calsbeek and Cox 2010; Johnson and Hixon 2010) . As a result, a single study area selected for an extensive behavioral study may not provide a reasonable estimate of the fitness consequences of behavior for many of the individuals in that population, especially if the density at that study area is significantly higher than the density in surrounding areas linked to the study area by gene flow. Population density per se can affect the fitness consequences of a wide range of social behaviors, in which encounter rates between individuals of particular age, sex, or size-classes influence the costs and benefits of expressing particular types of behavior at a given age or life stage. For instance, within populations, there is some evidence that male traits associated with mate search are favored at lower densities, whereas traits associated with aggressive competition for mates are favored at higher densities (Knell 2009 ). However, the implications of variation in density extend well beyond social behavior. If, for in-stance, high local density occurs because of a lack of predators and parasites and a sustained supply of abundant, high-quality food resources, then the potential benefits of antipredator behavior, antiparasite behavior, and efficient foraging techniques are likely to be lower in that study area than in surrounding areas in which predators, parasites, and periodic food shortages are the norm. Similarly, if low densities across most of a species' current range are a result of anthropogenic degradation of habitat quality, then a study site in a reserve with higher density may offer hints about potential benefits and costs of behavior in the past, without necessarily providing insights into behavioral traits likely to affect the persistence of that population into the future (e.g., Moore et al. 2009 ).
With few exceptions (e.g., Svensson et al. 2001) , behavioral ecologists often fail to provide estimates of the population density at their study site, let alone describing how the density at their site compares to the distribution of densities in surrounding areas. As a result, it is difficult to tell whether conclusions about the fitness consequences of behavior reported in a given study are likely to apply to other members of the same population, many of whom may live at different densities. More generally, we cannot tell whether generalizations about the fitness consequences of behavior culled from reviews (e.g., Smith and Blumstein 2008) might be biased as a result of a tendency for behavioral ecologists to focus on study areas with higher than average densities. Hence, taking a page from current research in evolutionary ecology, behavioral ecologists are encouraged to include estimates of population density in their field studies and consider how the fitness consequences of behavioral traits might vary as a function of local density and of the many ecological factors that covary with it.
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